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Sir: 

This is a Second Request to Reconsider a final Office Action of July 24, 2008, subsequent to 
an Advisory Action of September 26, 2008. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 10 and 12 are presented for examination with Claim 1 being submitted for 
amendment in the response of September 16, 2008. Claims 3, 5, 10 and 12 are pending as 
originally filed, and Claims 2, 4, 6-9, 1 1 and 13-14 are canceled without disclaimer or prejudice. 

In the previous response, amendments were submitted to Claim 1 to correct a 
typographical error to change "1.0" to "1.2" where support is found in originally filed Claim 2. 
No new matter was added. Nonetheless, the Advisory Action refused entry and alleged that the 
proposed amendment to Claim 1 raised new issues that would require further search and 
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consideration. However, the allegation is incorrect because the amendment, which seeks to enter 
the limitations of Claim 2 into the independent Claim 1, was pending as part of the originally 
filed, searched and examined claims. Notably, Claim 2 was canceled and incorporated into 
Claim 1 in the response of May 1, 2008, subsequent to a first Office Action. The subject matter 
of examined Claim 2 cannot raise new issues. Entry of the after-final amendment is therefore 
requested. 

The Advisory Action made a new ground of rejection not necessitated by the amendment 
to Claim 1. It was argued that Takagaki et al. teaches a catalyst composition in Sections 2 and 3 
(Results and Conclusion) where the Ti/Nb atomic ratio (z) ranges from 0.833 to 5. However, 
this argument is, at a minimum, a new ground of rejection, and at most, a contradiction of the 
previous argument that the references do "not describe a catalyst in which "z" has a value 
between 1.2 and 1.4". See Final Office Action at page 4, \ 3. The remarks cannot be said to be 
clarifying because the claimed atomic ratio z of "1.2<z<1.4" overlaps the newly asserted range of 
0.833 to 5. 

Even assuming arugendo that a new ground of rejection has not been advanced, it is 
pointed out that the allegedly taught range of 0.833 to 5 relies upon different compounds in 
Takagaki et al. of Csi_ x Ti 2 -xNbi +x 0 7 (Ti/Nb=2) or K 3 .xTi 5 - x Nbi +x Oi4 (Ti/Nb=5) [emphasis added]. 
Notably, these compounds only form the salt of Cs or K, and not H, as in the claimed compound 
HTi x Nb y 0 5 . Moreover, Takagaki et al. does not even evaluate the Cs and K salts as a solid acid 
catalyst, and hence cannot be relied upon to assert the expanded range 0.833 to 5. In the case of 
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salts having H, the reference unequivocally teaches away from the claimed invention by 
suggesting that the Ti/Nb ratio of 0.8 18 is better than a ratio of 1.0, which would steer one of 
ordinary skill in the wrong direction. See Takagaki et al. in Sections 2 and 3 (Results and 
Conclusion); See also Response of September 16, 2008, at page 5, lines 14-19. The non-integer 
Ti/Nb ratio is clearly not a known design parameter. Hence, the claimed invention is unobvious. 

In light of the foregoing, it is submitted that the application is now in condition for 
allowance. It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejection(s) be withdrawn and the 
application passed to issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 
HAHN & VOIGHT PLLC 

/Roger C. Hahn/ 
Attorney for Applicants 
Roger C. Hahn 
Reg. No. 46,376 
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